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Ms. Carol A. Laham, Esq.
Wiley Rein LLP
1776 K Street. NW
Washington, DC 20006

RE: MUR 5415
Citizens Club for Growth, Inc.,

f/k/a Club for Growth, Inc.,
Citizens Club for Growth, Inc. PAC

f/k/a Club for Growth, Inc. PAC,
and Pat Toomey, in his official
capacity as treasurer

Dear Ms. Laham:

On April 19, 2005, your clients, Citizens Club for Growth, Inc., f/k/a Club for Growth.
Inc.. ("CFG, Inc."), Citizens Club for Growth, Inc., and PAC f/k/a Club for Growth, Inc., PAC
and Pat Toomey in his official capacity as treasurer ("CFG PAC") were notified that the Federal
Election Commission found reason to believe that CFG PAC violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 434,441a(a)
and 441b, and that CFG, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a(a), and 44Ib.

Following an investigation, and after considering the circumstances of the matter, the
Commission determined on November 12,2008, to take no further action as to CFG, Inc., and
CFG PAC and closed the file in this matter. The redacted General Counsel's Report, which
explains the Commission's decision, is enclosed for your information.

Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days. See
Statement of Policy Regarding Disclosure of Closed Enforcement and Related Files,
68 Fed. Reg. 70,426 (Dec. 18,2003).
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If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dawn M. Odrowski
Attorney

Q Enclosure
oo Redacted General Counsel's Report #3
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i BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
2
a
4 In the Matter of )
5 )
6 Citizen* Club for Growth f/k/a ) MUR541S
7 Chib for Growth, Inc. )
8 Club for Growth, be. PAC and Pat Toomey, )
9 hi his official capacity as treasurer )

10 Pat Toomey for Senate Committee and )
2 11 Jeffrey M.2raskind, in his official capacity )
Q 12 as treasurer )
fNJ 13

JJ 15 GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT 13

Q n L ACTION RgCOMMRNDBP! Take no further action and close the file as to Citizens
40
(N ia Chib for Growth, Inc. f/k/a Club for Growth, Inc., ("CFG, Inc."), Citizens Chib for Growth, Inc.

19 PAC f/k/a Club for Growth Inc. and Pat Toomey, in his official capacity as treasurer ("CFG

20 PACT), and Pat Toomey for Senate Committee and Jeffrey M. Zimskind, in his official capacity

21 as treasurer.

23 Based on a complaint filed by Citizens for Arlen Specter, responses to the complaint, and

24 publicly available information, the Commission previously found reason to believe that Club for

25 Growth. Inc., Club for Growth, Inc. PAC (collectively, "the CPQ Respondents") and Pat Toomey

26 for Senate ("the Committee**) all violated the Act by coordinating CPORespondenu'

27 expenditures for broadcast advertisements, which referenced Senator Aden Specter, through a

28 common vendor who simultaneously served as a general and media consultant to the CFG
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1 Respondents and the Committee during the 2004 election cycle.1 S*c Factual and Legal Analyses

2 for CPQfCPO PAC and (he Committee.

3 III. flMKTiPlff AL BACKGROUND

4 The CPO Respondents and the Committee each rnpondedio the complaint by denying

5 that they had coontinoted advertisements. CPO submitted an affidavit from its Executive

6 Director David Keadng in support of its response thai specifically addressed one CFG-fmtmced
(N
rN 7 advertisement that was aired before the complaint was filed and denied that the common vendor,
rsi
^ 8 Red Sea, IIXT, had any rote hi itt creation or distribution. Respondents* denials were broad but

00 9 largely condusory and lacked a sufTiciMt factual bosis to support thera. For example, the
<M

10 responses did not address the work performed by Red Sea and its principal Jon Lerner for the

11 CPO Respondents and the Committee or the nature and extent of the interactions between Red

12 Sea and the CPO Respondents concerning the Toomey-Spccter primary. Moreover, a

1) December 26, 2009 letter fann Lerner to Keating, sitsche^ to Keating's affidavit, confirmed an

14 underatanding that Red Sea and the CPG Respondents would "henceforth" observe a

is commumcations ban about the Toomey-Specter primary, which raised questions regarding their

VNOnMUiVB VDHOAIO DBU8V0 nln^RllfeB III UMB HHDBsT DMl WI^B fl0pOHQOflt Oil WlMfnCT

^Ma^^9a lH6* WMI tfRUHBlDiy flstlBnHHOBD ID 08 ft DOUHCaU fiOHHnillBBk A RQA4lfla1flBil lOOOHDK Oa ^MS^^Q ar s:V^« Of I
wie beiag •pjnaraly adsiesHd in MUR 536S« a Iaee>peej8iaa BJHVHV* If CrUiInc. was
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1 communications before that due.

2 Coiiie<|uefidy,theCommiiiionm

3 subpoenai lo the CPGRcspoiidemi and the Committee. The C^

4 motion to reconsider the RTB finding*, and they and the Committee simultaneously filed

5 motions to quash the subpoenas. In connection with these motions and subsequent negotiations

6 about the scope of the subpoenas, the CFO Respomlmts submitted a second affidavit ftoin Mr.
rsi
<N 7 Keating, an initial and supplemental affidavit from Jon Leraer, and an affidavit from Jonathan
(N

^ a Baron, then co-principal of Red Sea. Keating'* supptemental affidavit addressed all four of the
O _
00 9 CPO Respondents' adveitisements that refieienced Senator Specter and aired in 2004. The
'N

10 additional affidavits provided further information but they still lacked sufficient factual

11 information to support the broad oMals mat ndta

12 involved in decisions about the advertisements or that Red Sea conveyed to the CFG

is Respondents infbrmati on about the Committee's plena, projects, activities, or needs. When we

14 were unabte to reach an agreement with Respondents on the scope of the subpoenas, the

is Commission denied their motions to quash bm narrowed the scope of the subpoenas.

16 Respondents subsequently filed responses to the Commission's discovery requests.

i? The investigation, discussed below, revelled no evidence that the CFO Respondents and

18 theGoiraTiitieecoordiiisjedexpeirf^

19 advertisements that referenced Senator Arlen Specter in 2004.

20 iv.

21 The investigation centered on whether Red Sea. used or conveyed to the CFG

22 Respondenta irrformation about Che plant, projects, needs or activities of the Toomey campaign,
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1 or information used previously by Red Set in providing services to the Committee, that was

2 arterial to the ci«atkjn,pn>Q^m

3 advertisements. II CJ>JL 1 109Jl(dX4XHi) (2004).2 We also examined whether by virtue of

4 iu close idationsMp to the CTCRespomlen^

•q. 5 materially involved in decisions about the madia advertisements at issue by providing advice
10
O 6 using infonration from the Committee that CTO later uaed in making dadaions about those
(N

^ ? advertisements. jte 1 1 C.P.R. ft 109.21(4X2) (2004). During the investigation, we reviewed
*T .
iqr 8 documents produced in response to the CoimiiissiOT's subpoenas, J interviewed a number of
O
<# 9 witnesses hxdiidingfonTierCTCefmrioyee^

10 Committee, and re-evaluated the previously-subinitted affidavita in light of this new information.

11 Based on our im^rvtews aid analysis of the ii^^

1 Thtactivityct taw in ihte miter occun^ prior 10 iteJty

.71 Fa* Reg. 33190 Uiaisi,a006X Ag»Mtiaj»yva

l)iid«^rwm 120 to 90 d«^tl»pMeirtion window dw^
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Mark Dkm, Rep. Toomey's then-Chief of Staff and unpaid campaign advisor who became

Committee campaign manager in September 2003 (Attachment 1) and "second supplemental"

affidavits from Lerner (Attachment 2) and Keating (Attachment 3).

The investigation fleshed out the facts surrounding the interrelationships and interactions

between and among Red Sea, die Committee, and the CPO Respondents, including examining

communications between Red Sea and CPGCTOPACabott the Toomey^pecter primary

before the December 26,2003 letter confirming a communications ban about the election.

A.

Jon Lamer, initially in his individual capacity, and later through his company. Red Sea.

has served as a general and media consultant for the CPO Respondents since 2000, shortly after

CPO, Inc. was created. In Ms interview, Lerner indicated that CPO was a significant client of

Red Sea's during the 2004 election cycle, although the firm had a total of about 20 clients during

that period. At the time. Red Sea consisted solely of Lerner and his associate Jonathan Baron.4

Lerner was contacted by Rep. Toomey's then-Chief of Staff Mark Dion in January 2003

to discuss the possibility of Red Sea working for Toomey in a possible challenge to Senator

Arien Specter. Lerner Aff. at f2. Lamer and Baron met with Toomey and Dion that month, and

following additional discussions after Toomey decided to run for the Senate on February 2ft,

2003, the Committee hired Red Sea as its general and msdiaconsuHantonorabout April 11,

2003. Aft Dion Aff. at |4. Red Sea was one of two or miee consultants interviewed by the

BsvweodResssreh. LeraerAfr.at1l.
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1 Committee, which teed a dearth of experienced coiNultanta willing to work to a challenger to a

2 long-time incumbent. See Dion Aff. at 13.

3 At the time the Committee hired Red Sea, Red Sea's interactions with the CPG

4 Respondents about the 2004 US. Senate primary in Permsylvtnia had been limited to general

5 discussions speculating about a possible Toomey challenge to Specter. Lemer Aff. at 16. Red

Q 6 Sea had conducted no polling far the CPO Respondents in Pennsylvania, had no discussions with
(M
rsi 7 the CK3 Respondents concerning possible media or polling plana relating to the primary, and had
(N

2! 8 not been involved in any discussions taking place between CPO and Toomey about the CPG

00 9 Respondents' possible support of Toomey. Id. In fact, although at least one news report
<N

10 indicated mrt Toomey consulted with

11 not send its first communication to CPQ members urging support of Toomey until May 29,2003,

12 seven weeks after the Committee retained Lamer.4

13 hi light of Red Sea's rote si a general and media consultant to the CPG Respondents and

14 the Conunrttee. Red Sea observed pnK^k» thM vme aldn to ̂ rewaiUM to avoid impeirnissibly

is using or sharing information obtained from one client in service of the other. in so doing. Loner

i€ spedflodly agreed wiw the Comnritteeuprt

17 Sea would observe a so-called "firewall" in its work tor them. Red Sea also abided by a pro-

5 Sw Tta HotflM, GMfrtfiif ^20W PuntykaHia So**.Jinwy 17,2003.

Hb iMBSMBl M •Msnuly lypportsd by msafsy 2r« 3003 Isttsr tQGFOimnbsni WMOB

Ani [the TM*].
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1 existing "firewall" arrangement it had with the CFG Respondent* that kicked in whenever Red

2 Sea was retained by a candidate.

3 With respect to the Committee, the Committee learned during its employment

4 negotiations with Red Sea that Red Sea was currently working as a consultant with the CFG

K 5 Respondents. LemerAff. at!3;Dion Aff. atJ4\ Lerner advised the Committee that if hired. Red
i£
° 6 Sea would not be involved in any way with any CFG or CFG PAC activities connected to the
(N
(^i 7 Toorney-Specter election, including any communications in Pennsylvania that referenced
tr
"=r e Toomey or Specter. LemerAff at 13. Red Sea's proposed courie of action wai in accord with
O
* 9 its established "firewall" practice with the CFG Respondents, as specifically described below. In

i o addition to Red Sea'i exclusion from any role in CFG/CFG PAC activities related to the

11 Toomey-Specter election, the Committee and Lerner also agreed that Red Sea would observe a

12 "firewall" to prevent it from sharing any internal Committee information with the CFG

13 Respondents and vice-versa. SteDionAff. at H4-5; Lerner Aff. at f| 3 and 5. The Committee's

14 insistence on such an arrangement was driven by its desire to prevent distractions that might arise

is over the appearance of coordination in light of Red Set's dual relationship with it and CFG and

16 Toomey's desire that the campaign operate above reproach. Dion Aff. at ft. Both Lerner and

17 Dion believe the agreement was observed. LemerAff. at )S; Dion Aff at fS.

18 Red Sea's ̂ rewall" arrangement with the Coimnittee complemented a sinrilsr,
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i eatabiiihedMflitwair practice that has been dm

a As put of that practice, whenever Rod See or another CTO/CPOPAC vendor is retained by or

3 associated with a candidutMtevewtor so advises ^^

4 excluded from any CPO/CFOPAC meetings, dteuuions, and phone calla in which the

00 s candidate, the relevant election involving the candidate, CPO PAC aetivitiea in connection with
10
O 6 the election, or any communications mentioning the candidate and opponent is discussed. See
<N
<NJ 7 Keating AfT. at f3: Lamer Aff. at 14. CTO also instnictt the excluded vendor not to
^T
,cj a communicate with CKMCPQPAC penonnel about the candidates, the relevant election and the
O
<x> 9 campaign generally, and similarly instmcts ita penonnel and other vendon not to communicate
(N

10 with the excluded vendor about the affected candidates, the relevant election, communications

11 referencing the candidates, or related topics. 5w Keating Aff. at 13. Finally, the CFG then hires

12 other "Independent" vendon for communications, polling or strategy In any geographic area in

13 which a vendor is "conflicted out" as a result of its affiliation with a candidate. Keating Aff.

14

is Lerner and Keating aver that the CPO Respondents' -firewall" practice was followed in

16 the caw of Red See'a affiliation with the Committee. Pint, Lerner advised the CPO Respondents

17 that Red See had been retained, and thereafter, Lenw and htaassodste Jonathan Baron were

' CPQsppsjMNtydidmreiatoslycoiwsyUi^ The

V's sad LsnsrVuadsMMllBi daa'lianBslbmV* |Miso«ainB«]̂  by
of soaHaaaKsnoas wnh psnoas smalayM by

sat IB basja te saat day.
la MSI

tnanbttivdy



MUR5415
General Oouners Report t3

1 excluded from all subitantive CPG/CPG PAC discussions, meetings and phone calls about ihe

2 Tooniey-SpeclerficMhe candidates, te

3 candidates, including portions of discussions, meetings and phone calls in which those topics

4 were discussed. See Keating AfF. at fS; Lerner Aff. at |4. More broadly, the parties ceased all

s communications involving non-public information related to the 2004 Toomey-Specter primary,

10Q 6 the candidates and the Committee. Leraer Art. at 15. Next, since Red Sea was working for a
(N

™ 7 Pennsylvania candidate, the CFG Respondents hired "independent" companies to create, produce
rsi
^r a and distribute the four CPG/CPG PAC advertisements that were broadcast in Philadelphia media
O
oo 9 markets in 2004 and featured Arlen Specter. Warfield & Company ("WarfiehT) created and
rM

10 produced the advertisements and Thompson Communications ("Thompson") handled the ad

11 placement. Keating AfT. at f 6. In further observance of the "firewall" practice. Red Sea

12 conveyed no information about the Committee, including its finances, ads, media plans, and

13 media budget to WtrfieM or Thompson. LernerAff.atlS.

14 Keating's and Lemer's sworn statements about the existence of CFO Respondents'

15 "firewall" practice and its implementation were corroborated by a former CFG employee and

16 Red Sea's observance of the "firewall" airangenienu with both of its clients was generally

17 corroborated by the documents produced.

18 In its role as general political and media consultant to the CFG Respondents, Red Sea

19 produced many of their non^pectantoiney adwrtiscmen^^

20 attended CFG weekly staff meetings. According to former CFG Membership Director Lynn

21 Bradshaw, the few permanent staff members who worked at the CFG offices during the 2004

22 election cycle were aware that Red Sea was working for the Tootney Committee. Bradshaw
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1 confirmed thtttemerwairoudnely excluded from CFG discussiora about Toomey, the

2 Toomey-Specter primary, and CTOtorc PAC-related activities. For the most pnt, meetings

3 were structured 10 thai tfscusskm occurred when EledSe* or another "conflicted11 vendor had

4 finished discussing meet on which they exclusively worked for the CPO Respondents. On

Q 5 occaikm, however, tenter was asked to lave wh
K •O 6 whom Red Sea woriced. Documents obtained appear to reflect an effort to wall off Lemer from
(N

™ i information about the Toomey-Specter primary race. Prior to Lerner's retention by the Toomey
^
•Q- 0 Committee in April 2003, Lemcr was included on three inemuiaBda prepared for CFG by its
O
00 9 reseaich consultant that contained assessnieou and recomnienckrions of certain House races that
rsi

10 OPO might become involved in. In four similar memos dated after April 2003 that discuss

11 possible and actual targeted federal races. Lemer is not listed tt a redpient. Two of these memos

12 included general information on the Toomey-Specter nee.

13 The documents produced alto oofrabome the Lerner and Keating affidavits in that they

14 reflect in subsumtivetfscussionsaitdcoflve^

is Coinmtttee, the Toomey^pecter nee, the candidate^

16 candidales. Lemer acfax)wledged mat he aixt the CPORespciic^tssom

17 of the nee mjtt were pubUc because he uno^ntoodFECcoc^

18 sharing mformation pertaining to substantive mattere such uaoNettising. polling, strategy or

19 *^uieflplafisb4itrxxmattenintfier^blk:ctomain. Although the coordination regulations in

20 effects! the tiinecbiiot distinguish between *>iblicw or "HK^

IDf OBB Qi IDB CMfllflBlBUL ^^I^D 41 KiHflflBHHMss IQlBBfllDp HIDK ^D0ala% MBVM OB ft DlBOO Ov DttPflaT

and swi OHcusssd man only in fta abssaes of Red 9sa or othsf nooaflicisdi vsadoiSi

10
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1 infonnaiion exchanged appears to convey information about the Committee's plant, projects.

2 rieeds or activities that was material to the crestion. production or distribution of the CFG

3 Respondents advertisements.

4 MOM of the documenu produced that ie^^

<H s tfld Red Set on the one hind and the CPQRespondems on the other handed
h*
Q 6 email exchanges containing or linking to newspaper or other written articles about the Toomcy-
r\i

7 Specter race. The articles ranged from aocounu about each cwxtidB^
iqp
•q. 8 FTC disclosure repom to eitdcfierneitts to artal^
O
<» 9 Moat such emails were sent In 2003, months before CFG began airing its advertisements in
<N

10 February 2004. In two instances in August and September 2003. Lemer emaitod Keating and

11 Moore links to websites discussing a Toomey advertisement and an MP3 file of a second

12 Toomey advertisement. These two emails are dated the day of. or days after, the advertisements

13 were aired. Copies of Comminee press releases aboiU the ads on the days they began airing were

14 also posted on the Cornmittee*s website.9

is The documents obtained show only about five einail excheriB^ between the Committee

16 and the CPO Respondents In 200*. alter the start of 12May coordinated communicaticMis

i? window. One exchange between Lamer and the CPO Respondents suggests there had been little

reqmHinj or saajaaini a CPO oooanuricirion (im I i CJJL H J093i(dXi)). lni<pir<oeoiitlitoCrofrom
Lamaranl MBikDtoa.*sy aaMa^CPQofa*MlBHHBlsbya|re«p4

toKavodswslopBddsapBf BocksHersnHrosaxTBSSnM posture* nrasps It caa ea ussd to BHovsai dab donors.
ifMMB i^^nf^Hl^il IHI M^tfi^ **Bh olMMM A* MM^M ivilbk aifa iH^fa^^B UIB ft^ ^^MMlbM ••• •^•fa^tf MM

Howwsf • UMIVS a^ BD o^Masaos UNK eja) ̂ M^^^V ibsflBoajasaa) BBNI a9f sav eoaaaaaieiDOR la
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1 communication between them about the campaign tor sometime, bi an email written the night

2 before the primary election, temer reflected on the up-hill battle that Toomey fought, thanked

3 era for its involvement in the face of Specter's financial advantage, and offered to share

4 Interesting angles'* with the CPO "in the days ahead." hi responding to terrier's email the next

5 day, era President Stephen Moore thanked Lamer for the note and asked his opinion of the four

6 CPO/CPOPAC Specter advertisements aired hi 2004.'° Lerner's offer to speak with CFG after

7 the election and Moore's question seeking Lamer1* opinions on die ada, suggest they had not

8 previously discussed the ads or the campaign in-depth.11 In short, the investigation did not reveal

9 evidence that the Respondents coonBnsiBdcomroimicatioM

12
13 In addition to examining whether Red Sea directly coordinated with the CFG

14 Respondents with respect to the Specter advertisements, based on document! produced, the

is investigation also examined whether a subcoiitracior used by Red Sea and two other vendors who

16 worked for the Respondents served as possible conduits, either directly or through Red Sea, of

17 Committee information that may have been material to the CPO Respondents' ads.

Tk» m emitted tavliaikHiot sad ftatlate
• photo of Spader hHbi «* B«*e comment; wd an mil

la wfcidi Lsraer dedinod to attend • CPO tttff i
wis going to bo |

CFG, OB not reflected in to

12
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1 Red Sea subcontracted with aixrther vendor, Janiestown AssodateMo place the

2 Committee's media buys. LerncrAff. atf7. In acccftdance with Red Sea's prattice in choosing

3 media placement firms. Lemer asked and was assured by a Jamestown principal that the firm was

4 doing no other work in Pennsylvania. Id Jamestown's role was to gather cost information about

KJ 5 media markets that Lerner used in recommending where and when the Committee should air its
K

O 6 ads and to execute the decisions ultimately made by Toomey and Dion. Although CFG*s IRS
<N

™ 7 reports indicate it had used Jamestown Associates in prior years, as noted earlier. Thompson
'sT
<qr 8 Communications handled media placement for the CFG/CFG PAC ads at iasue. Keating Aft. at
O
00 9 16. Red Sea had no information about CFG's advertisements, or its media placement strategy or

10 budgets in inaluiig recommendations about

11 information about the Committee's ads, its media placement, strategy or budget, its opposition

12 research or its overall finances to the CFG Respondents or its vendors, including Thompson

13 Communications. Lamer AfT. at 18.

14 Finally, documents produced also indicated that two other vendors worked for both the

is CFG Respondents and the Committee during the 2004 election cycle; Rainmakers, a fimdnising

16 firm and Shirley and Banister, a public affairs firm. No evidence was obtained indicating that

• i? dther of these finni, directly or indirectly, conveyed materi

is Committee to the CFG Respondents.

19 With respect to Rainmakers, the investigation focused on whether the firm conveyed

20 information about the Committee's specific financial needs that may have been material to the

21 timing or placement of the CFG Respondents' advertisements. However, Rainmakers worked

22 for the Committee for only a short period hi 2003 to organize fundraising events outside

13
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1 Pennsylvania, and it was not privy to information about the Committee's overall finances or its

2 budgets." Dion Aff. at f 8. For his part, Lerner occaiionaJJy saw Rainmakers* principal, Steve

3 Goodrick, at CFG's weekly staff meetings but had little interaction with him since Red Sea's

4 consulting work was unrelated to work performed by Rainmakers.13 Lemer averred that Red Sen

,-r 5 hod no communication with Rainmakers or Goodrick about the Committee or the Toomey-
K
O 6 Specter primary election. Lerner Aff. at J9.
tN
(NI 7 Shirky & Banister ("S & B"), a public relations firm, also worked for both the CFG
IT
<qr 8 Respondents and the Committee during the 2004 election cycle, and one of its representatives
O
<» 9 occasionally attended CFG staff meetings. Again however, the Committee hired the firm on a
(M

10 one-month trial basis in 2003 to book earned media appearances for Toomey after which it

11 declined to continue using the firm. See Dion Aff. at f7. During the short time that SAB

12 worked for the Committee, Dion averred that the firm was not privy to internal information about

13 the Committee's media strategy or media budget, essentially rating it out as a conduit of

14 Committee information material to the CFG Respondents1 advertisements. Id. Similarly, Lerner

is was unaware of any work S&B did for the Committee. He specifically averred that Red Sea

16 had no communication with anyone associated with S&B about the Committee or the Toomey-

17 Specter primary election. Lerner Aff. at f 10.

is

11 TteOommiOM'ifipamirilecttwopwiw^ Dtontold in hi Us interview that
• ilnmatafi irnrtarl fhr aia fbmmliina fnr rnirj ahnal iln imlri In TfflTI and itm hi had train mtiijipj mliti i
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1 C

2 matiinmary, despite Red Sea's aiajimcantnte

3 the Cro Respondents and the ToomeyComi^

4 investigation uncoveiedro>evideiicetnaite

s CFQ/CTOPAC'sadvettiaBmeiMStthrou^

11 C.RR. ftft 109.21(4X2) md 109.21(4X4) (2004). Accordingly, we recommend that the

>N
(M 7 Gommitiioii take no Anther action with respect to QtizensOub for Growth, Inc. f/k/a Club for
(N

^ a Growth, be.. QtizensClub lor Growth, Inc. PACf/k/tQub for Growth Inc. PAC and Pat
'«T

^ 9 Tcomeyjnhiaorlkialcapadrytttrcasiim
fNJ

10 Conrniittee and JerTrDyM.Zimikino\»huoffkrfal capacity

11 allegations thtt (bey coonttnaM Wealaoracoinniendthatthe

12 Ooinjidasionfindnoreaaontobe^veAaiPatToomeyviolaiedihe^ Mr. Toomey was

13 desiajnated aa a respondent in his personal capacity at the commencement of this MUR because

14 he waa named in the complaint The Commission has never made any findings at to him and the

is in vestif^n^ unco veied no evidence that he cc^mfinat^ Finally, we

16 recommend chat the Commission close the file in this matter.

18 1. Take no further action aa to Citizens Club for Oiowth, Inc. fAE/aQub for Growth,
19 lw:.;atiieMaubf6rOiowthtux.PACt/k/aCUiblbrGw
20 Toomey, fai hU official capacity as tteasurer, and Pat Toctney for Seaute Committee
21

22 2. PhidiioitaaontobdicvethatPatTooiiieyviouM^
23 filed to this matter.

24 3. Close the file.

25 4. Approve the apfiropriatekden.

15
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3. Clow the file.

4. Approve the appropriate letten.

(N 11
<N 12

13
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